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DETAILED ACTION 

This action is in response to Applicant's amendment filed on April 23, 2007. Claims 1- 
30 are still pending in the present application. This action is made FINAL. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed April 23, 2007 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

The argument features establishing an outside connection; giving a control command for 
adjusting an outside LPRF connection activity. 

The examiner respectfully disagrees with the applicant's statement and asserts that 
Hamalainen et al. discusses a control device that controls the devices within a Bluetooth 
network. The network comprises of several piconets, whereby the devices within the piconets 
communicate with each other (paragraph 23, line 8 - paragraph 25, line 23) e.g. it is possible to 
output information from a portable computer via the Bluetooth network and an external 
telecommunication network (outside LPRF connection) to a printer that is located in a different 
town (paragraph 8, lines 5-9). Hamalainen et al. enables centralized control of a plurality of low- 
power radio frequency networks, whereby calls can be switched to a plurality of different low- 
power networks, when necessary (paragraph 12, lines 8-12); this means that a control command 
is given to adjust the connection when needed. 

The argument features pausing the established outside LPRF connection activity. 

The examiner respectfully disagrees with the applicant's statement and asserts that Cho 
discusses the usage of a hold mode when there is no need to send data in a relatively long period 
of time (paragraph 9, lines 5-7). 
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The argument features the other LPRF connection being established between the core 
unit and the same peripheral unit that establishes the outside LPRF connection. 

The examiner respectfully disagrees with the applicant's statement and asserts that 
Hamalainen et al. discusses that all Bluetooth devices are equal within the network, but the first 
device transmitting data in the network becomes a master, whose slaves all the other devices in 
the network are. However, the devices can change roles such that a slave becomes a new master 
whose slaves the old master and the other devices in the network are (paragraph 19, lines 6-14). 
In the second piconet, the access point is the master (control device), while the portable 
computer is the peripheral unit, which establishes a connection with the access point. The 
portable computer is the same peripheral unit that established the outside connection with a 
printer in a different town (paragraph 8, lines 5-9; paragraph 23, lines 8-21). 

The argument features restricting use of the outside LPRF connection. 

The examiner respectfully disagrees with the applicant's statement and asserts that Cho 
discusses transmitting and receiving data between the master and slaves only for a predetermined 
period of time (paragraph 9, lines 5-7). 

The argument features the other LPRF connection being established between the core 
unit and a unit other than a peripheral unit of the radio system. 

The examiner respectfully disagrees with the applicant's statement and asserts that 
Hamalainen et al. discusses devices that can be controlled from the Bluetooth network, the 
access point (core unit in this instance, which is a component of the second piconet); where it is 
possible to output information from a portable computer via the Bluetooth network and an 
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external telecommunication network to a printer (a unit other than a peripheral unit in the second 
piconet) (paragraph 8, lines 3-9; paragraph 23, lines 8-21). 

The argument features evidence of motivation to combine Cho and Hamalainen. 

The examiner respectfully disagrees with the applicant's statement and asserts that Cho's 
invention involves a wireless communication method for preventing communication interference 
(paragraph 13, lines 1-10), and Hamalainen's invention involves controlling LPRF networks, 
which is used in order to reduce interference (paragraph 25, lines 1-5). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
incorporate the teachings of Hamalainen into the method of Cho in order to reduce interference. 

In view of the above, the rejections using Cho and Hamalainen are maintained as 
repeated below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
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invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

Claims 1-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cho (U.S. Patent 
Application Number: 2003/0045242) in view of Hamalainen et ah (U.S. Patent Application 
Number: 2002/0061744). 

Consider claim 1; Cho clearly discloses a method of interference control in a radio 
terminal equipment arrangement comprising: a cellular core unit and at least one peripheral unit, 
the cellular core unit communicating with a peripheral (paragraph 6, line 1- paragraph 7, line 9; 
paragraph 9, lines 1-12), the method comprising: establishing a connection to a unit other than 
the core unit by a peripheral unit (paragraph 6, line 1- paragraph 7, line 9; paragraph 9, lines 1- 
12); giving a command by the core unit for adjusting the connection activity of the peripheral 
unit when another connection needs to be established by the core unit, the other connection 
operating on the same frequency band as the outside connection of the peripheral unit (paragraph 
6, line 1- paragraph 7, line 9; paragraph 9, lines 1-12); and adjusting the connection activity of 
the peripheral unit based on the control command received from the core unit (paragraph 6, line 
1- paragraph 7, line 9; paragraph 9, lines 1-12). 
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Except: 

Using a wireless low power radio frequency (LPRF), giving a control command, and 
establishing an outside connection. 

In the same field of endeavor Hamalainen clearly discloses using a wireless low power 
radio frequency (LPRF), giving a control command (control data), and establishing an outside 
connection (paragraph 5, lines 1-7; paragraph 8, lines 3-9; paragraph 19, lines 6-14; paragraph 
23, line 8 - paragraph 25, line 23). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to incorporate the teachings of Hamalainen into the method of Cho in 
order to reduce interference. 

Consider claim 16; Cho clearly discloses a radio terminal equipment arrangement 
(paragraph 6, line 1- paragraph 7, line 9; paragraph 9, lines 1-12) comprising: a cellular core unit 
and at least one peripheral unit, the cellular core unit being configured to communicate with a 
peripheral unit using a connection, a peripheral unit being configured to establish a connection to 
a unit other than the core unit (paragraph 6, line 1- paragraph 7, line 9; paragraph 9, lines 1-12), 
wherein the core unit is further configured to give a control command for adjusting the 
connection activity of the peripheral unit when another connection needs to be established by the 
core unit, the other connection operating on the same frequency band as the connection of the 
peripheral unit (paragraph 6, line 1- paragraph 7, line 9; paragraph 9, lines 1-12); and the 
peripheral unit is configured to adjust the connection activity based on the control command 
received from the core unit (paragraph 6, line 1- paragraph 7, line 9; paragraph 9, lines 1-12). 
Except: 
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Using a wireless low power radio frequency (LPRF), giving a control command, and 
establishing an outside connection. 

In the same field of endeavor Hamalainen clearly discloses using a wireless low power 
radio frequency (LPRF), giving a control command (control data), and establishing an outside 
connection (paragraph 5, lines 1-7; paragraph 8, lines 3-9; paragraph 19, lines 6-14; paragraph 
23, line 8 - paragraph 25, line 23). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to incorporate the teachings of Hamalainen into the method of Cho in 
order to reduce interference. 

Consider claims 2 and 17; Cho discloses establishing the other LPRF connection (new 
connection) by the core unit (master device) after the outside LPRF connection activity of the 
peripheral unit (slave device) has been adjusted (paragraph 6, line 1- paragraph 7, line 9). 

Consider claims 3 and 18; Cho discloses that before establishing the outside LPRF 
connection (in order to construct a new connection), the method further comprising informing 
the core unit about the outside LPRF connection being established (paragraph 6, line 1- 
paragraph 7, line 9). 

Consider claims 4, 11, 19, and 26; Cho discloses periodically pausing the established 
outside LPRF connection activity (hold mode) and communicating with the core unit during the 
pause in order to resolve whether the core unit has control commands for the peripheral unit for 
adjusting the outside LPRF connection activity (park mode) (paragraph 9, lines 1-12). 
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Consider claims 5 and 20; Cho discloses using a Bluetooth sleep mode techniques (hold, 
sniff, park) in order to resolve whether the core unit has control commands for adjusting the 
outside LPRF connection activity (paragraph 9, lines 1-12). 

Consider claims 6 and 21; Hamalainen discloses that the other LPRF connection being 
established between the core unit (access point) and a peripheral unit (portable computer) 
(paragraph 23, lines 8-25). 

Consider claims 7 and 22; Hamalainen discloses that the other LPRF connection being 
established between the core unit and the same peripheral unit that establishes the outside LPRF 
connection (printer) (paragraph 8, lines 5-9; paragraph 23, lines 8-25). 

Consider claims 8 and 23; Hamalainen discloses that the other LPRF connection being 
established between the core unit and a unit other than a peripheral unit of the radio system 
(external telecommunication network) (paragraph 8, lines 5-9). 

Consider claims 9 and 24; Cho discloses the step of adjusting the outside LPRF 
connection comprising decreasing the power of the outside LPRF connection (power saving 
modes) (paragraph 9, lines 1-12). 

Consider claims 10 and 25; Cho discloses the step of adjusting the outside LPRF 
connection comprising restricting use of the outside LPRF connection (the devise are allowed to 
transmit and receive data only for a predetermined period of time) (paragraph 9, lines 7-9). 

Consider claims 12-14, 27-29; Hamalainen discloses that the outside LPRF connection or 
the other LPRF connection is a WLAN connection (Hamalainen, paragraph 6, line 1- paragraph 
7, line 11). 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/809,166 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2617 

Consider claims 15 and 30; Cho discloses informing the core unit when the outside 
LPRF connection ends (the master/core unit communicates and negotiates with the slave devices, 
this is done for a predetermined time period, therefore when the time period ends the master/core 
unit is informed) (paragraph 1 1, lines 1-11). 

Conclusion 

Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is 
reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 . 136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the 
advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
Examiner should be directed to Joel Ajayi whose telephone number is (571) 270-1091. The 
Examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday from 7:30am to 5:00pm and Friday 
7:30am to 4:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the Examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the Examiner's 
supervisor, Charles Appiah can be reached on (571) 272-7904. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free) or 703-305- 
3028. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist/customer service whose telephone number is (571) 272- 



2600. 



JoelAjayi 



July 24, 2007 




CHARLES N.APPIAH 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 



